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" The Dopulation of New York State is An’ transition ﬁrom steady
g;owth fo, flear stabllity This paper'dlstilfs the basic information

‘on current population trends incthe state and highlights economic and
social problems that those trends are likely to create. L. )
r The maJor features of population change in® New York are: ki? an
end to metropolltan growth’ statewide and the onset of ‘decline in four
of the st§te s. ten Standard Wetropolltan Staristical Areas, (2) a re—_

v1val or 1ntensif1cat10n of growth 1n seledted nonmetropolltan areas

- '

of .the state, and (3) wide var1at10ns in the~rate of populatlon change .,

/T”f d1fferent age groups. These three demograph1c shifts w111 produce

certaln strains, seﬂ@ of wh1ch can be gauged with prec1slon wh11e others

can only be guessed at. < .

. ~

Changes in the d1str1but10n ,of population between metropolitan

and nonmetropolitan sectors are likely to requ1re new fiscal and polit-

*ical aCPommodatlohs at the local level.‘ There will be feder\chfkdren

to be edutated, fot exampie, but more elderly persons to de servedgEE

33

The effects of d1fferent rates of %fowth for different age groups

.(which reflect past fluctuatlons in fertility) can 'be projected ahead

with some copfldenoe These projections g1ve timely noticerof cir-¢

¢

LN

cumstances built lnto _the populatlon s structure that w111 affect schoql

and college enxollments dnd the demand for particular- k1nds of dwelling

units su1ted to)spec1f1c age groups. The changlné\distributlon of the

‘eIderly population amang New York State' s cou7TTes is examined . in .

deta11 . . e -

Two widely held be11efs about mmgration are examindd——one that

low—1ncome m1grants go toYplaces like New York City as welfare seekers,‘

the” other\that rural -urban migration does nothing more than transplant

‘rural poverty to an urban setting. Both beliefs, according ,to evidence

[}
.

from recent research‘ are erroneous, & . -

) v

State policv could be 11m1ted to reacting, or it could strive to

advance broad purposes, or set its sights en the 'specific goals of

N

‘some master-plan“" Whatever policy Stance 1is chosen adaptéation o

N

I

- ’ 7 . " 4

-
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' t NEW YORK STATE'S TRANSETTOM TO STABILITY: . J

D N R * . » L [y Y
N .- THE DEMOGRAPHIC OUTLOOK + * - ] - .
. . - , » N ~ * R - I‘
’ . . T ‘a . - ) by , ’ ’ . ; .
> oo o . o
' ’ Petér 'A. Morrisdn S oA

E The Rand Corporatlon, Santa Mon1ca, Caliﬁ..90406

) . - '
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. 1. INTRODUCTION /

- -~

1 . ‘ 3 *
. -‘ ",. - . , .
The pophlation of;New York State is in transition from.steadv
growth to near stab{lity Follow;ng an 8.4 percent increase ‘between
.1960 and 1970, New York ] populatlon edged upward in the first year .
of the 1970s, then drifted -downward between 1971 and 1974° and?leveled
off_by 19?5. In four of the State's ten Standard Metgopolifan Statis-

tical Areas ZSMSAs), however,‘the pattern of no growth seems well es-

v . tablished. . N .o . R i :

g -
B N . N L

The end'to-metropolitan growth in the state reflects, in_addition'
to the overa%l slowdown in growth staté%ide, a change in the distri-
bution of popwlation between metropolitan and nonmetropelitan sectors” .
K within the state--a trend also evident throughout the country' AlthoﬁgH
N¢w -York's ‘major metropolitan centers have ceased grow1ng,}1ts non; .

. metropolitan areas have reg1stered>population inoxease and, jin some ~N

.

. ! irdstances, dramat1c growth, reversing a past tre%d.of decline.
A primary consequence of these changing population-trendsdfs that =
. many,local@ties will have toﬁmake new fiscal and political\accomgoda— i
;tions to deal with the different demands imposed by a ‘nongroving popu- ?

lation‘or by a suddenly growing one. -In newly'stable areas, old ways . ..

.
v '
. .o, v . ’ . ] N
.
.. .

. . *x ¢ :
: oL, + Paper prepared for a conference on 'Plannlng for Change: The

Case of New York: State,” at the State” Un1versity of New York at Bing-
hamton, November 8-9, 197f.
" I thank Donald B.-Pitténger ,and Rand colleagues Anthony PaLcal
Ira S. Lowry, Kevin McCarthy’, Judith P. Wheelerrsand Will Harriss for
" helpful‘commenfs. . This paper draws on research supported by a grant
from the Economic’ Development Administration. Views expressed in this -
paper are the author s own, and afe not necessarily shared by Rand or -
v, its research sponsors " o ) - N
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needs prove awkward, for the transition to no growth

off i demynds* for serviqes continue to rise.: Conversely, in areas of
e

Sudd popul tlon\growth . revenue increases w1ll lag behind the rapid

\
for serv1ces. All around the state, growing polftical

~ ’

-’ tion in both’ kinds Qf placgs will feel ill-sérved untlI new arrangements

5 can be effected RN .

.

There is a common need for facts ‘and- analysis that c¢an focus atten-

>

tion on issues associated with 'New York's transifion to demographic .

7” 5 : N ’ r

gtability and set the stage for public debate on what to do about them.
¥ ‘ - . .

That is my purpose here today: o distill the basic information on 4
current population trends in the state and highlight economic and social

ﬂproblems that thgge trends are likely to create.

r
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The populatlon sh1fts ynder way in New York .State are, to no small

degree, reflectlons of reg1onaL‘5emograph1c chagges tadking place
throughout much of the Northeast, partlcul rly'1n the Middle Atlantlc

Census Division (New York New Jersey, an

.éonbext, with its own peculiar but {nstr ctive pattern of’ demographic

change resulting from ‘the populat1on s natural increase and net migra-

tion, is the start1ng point of bur analvs1s. The context_has three

no oworthv aspeqts
F1rst, 10”17atzoﬂ inerease W the 10rtheast has DQPJ nearb. 2ome

NORTH
CENTRAL

1950-55 2.7
195055 15§55.60 25,
" 1955-60 1960-85
. *1960-65, 5- ] 3.21965.70
"t965-70 i ' 1970.75

1970:75 196570 N

. oY 197675 ‘
: ' o .
' oo 195055
é . . 195560

195065 i

195500 349 .. _
'thﬂi 1&5 ‘- ‘. %
; . ' i ‘ ‘;ci'- .F

Source: ~U™S. Bureau of the Census, Current F@pulatzon R@ports, Series
L P-25, No. 640 November 1976.

r . . ) ‘

Pennsylvania). ™ This reg1onal'

.. _ 1965.70 y \
United Strtos Chenge: o 197075 1, L
“1960-45  13.2 S :

: i\%’ z
4% R

- R « . . ) . : ) L - é;,? N “}}g‘ %Kﬁgrw %‘
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640, November 1976, Table B. '

-

»

- . ' '
4 s

,New York and'Rhode Island (and the District of Columbia) ﬁéve éﬁp@f;'n
. £

- s .
tiertced pOpulatio% detlines between 1970 and 1975,

Pennqvlvanla have joined th®ir ranks since

and New iersey and

972: Ther populations of

two of the five other states 1n ‘the Ndrthea%t (Mas%achuqettE and Con—-@
‘necticut) are 1argé1v static; since 1972 they have 1ncreasea by less
- 1

. than one-quarter percent’ annually , !
. Second, Lotion zrowth hos been hulted by the ﬂOMb2n¥tuon of

.’”.’/(/,
A

TN

W
L

Now

“a continuing:

Jrops in' the birth rate and a shify in net migration, both

Cmani fested mope” ot

1).

tely in the Northeast than elséwhere (see [Table .
{

Natural ‘increase (additivns through births minus subtrackions

England.

thrbugh'deaths) has diminished everywbere, but more so in the North# :
east than other regionsféince 1960.. ;The Northeast,s populat: n ga1nea
2.3 million through this component of demographlc thange betw en 1960

and 1965, but only 1.0 mllllqn between 1970 and 1975 Net mig atlon

(the numerical difference betyeen arri®ing and departlng mlgra \ts) has °*

chanoed frﬁg'nomlnal galns of several hundred thousand in precédlng
five-vear periods to a 51z1ble loss of 700,008 between 1970 and 1975.
"This regmonal mlgratlon loss has been more severe since.1972 ﬂnﬂ has g

afflicted the three Middle Atlantie states worse than those in New




O

. ERIC

-

p—

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

< from +30,000 to +122 ODO

. -
N ~ ‘. * ’
." ) * - * I
. ~ ' 5 L~ E

® ’ » i

JL I . ‘, & =4
- ¢ . 4 4

¢ ! 11 - ;

‘Third, {n thet 10705, states wfth net out-mizzdtion appear to be.

a .
izzer iR repm those itk et in ﬁr Pt LN Compprlng the flrgt two
‘g

vears (1970 72) ‘withegghe last three (1972 75) New ¥btk‘3tate s'net
b J

sylvanla S changed from -18 000 to —47 000;

and New Jorsey
426, 000 td -32,000.

s from,
In, cuntrast

Texas's net mggration.rose from an

annual average of roughly +557 000 to +95, 000 and California's ro%e

Interpretatlon of this dlvergence is com—

pllcated by the @Conomlc depreselon that preva1ﬁed durlng part of “the
Jperiod; it merits (1os@ attention in the coming years.

-

lo SL marize) there has beon a dOletd Change in the course that!

NOW’YOF3‘State.% popu]atlon is faquw1ng in the mid-1970s.
(and tﬁp demographic transformationqnbringing it about) has occurred
mostly Q}nce 19725 it is Common to much - .5f the Northeast, e%peciallv .
the Middle Atlantic,states: ;nd At has beem most acute in New Yorh ‘

SEat?. i '

.
S
] by

'\ . : ".

Id
]
1

‘r
mlgratlon Lhdnng from an annudl avergge of -47,000 to -1a4 000,,Penn-

That LHSnge

e
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I11. PERSPECTIVES ON CHANGING FERTILITY AND MIGRATION o

P . ‘
- ~ . -
’ -
\ . - ' .
. .«
ra . * +

Popdlatipn changes in any given area are the erbauct of fertility

rates, mortality rates, amd.migration rates (ineldding immigration and °.

: . . 5
emigration) » Of these, fertility and migration have the greatest poten—,

tial for produeing large and relatlvely rapid changes in popuLatlon

b1th1n nhe last decade, populat1on growth in the United Stateq
as a whole has slowed cons1derab1v becausg of "a sharp decline in fer-
tiJity with no offsettlng change in mortallty The mqst notable ef—

fect of thl& drop in fertility has been ‘a tnansfotmatlon of LHe popula—‘w

tion's age structure which means, among other *mgs, loyer school en- =§’

0
rollments and eventually, 1arger qoc1a1 security payments Fh?gfert114

itv denllne is be1ng intensified or: nu111f1ed in spec1f1c locales by new-
trends in mlgratlon In some areas, populathn is not only growing

more slowly than’ the natlpnal average,\but actuallf decllnlng because

of out-m1grat10n, in othef areaslopopulatlon ig growing rapldly‘%zsplte
lower fert111ty because of subqtantlal 1n—m1grat10n. Inter;atlonal

migratigon (both 1ega1 and 111ega1) has also begun ro have promlqent

loébl ef®ects, espec1a11y in" those few large metropolltan centersg to

which the majorlty of 1mm1grants grxavitate. s . .
- ° 4 : . hd
- ) N ‘- _5_ . )
FERTILITY DR . )

. ; C a ‘
Changes in fertility are perhaps most important in population

“*analysis because they are a basic determinant of futufe chénges in the

size and compoq1tfbn of the populatlon——changes vhich may have intense

and long Iastlng soc1al flscalc and p011t1ca1 effects. The contem—

L N

porarv Lrend Ln fertlbqﬁy flects an’ interactjion between.the wide-

spread usetof more effectiﬁe methpds of contracéption and changing '
)

attltudes toward chlldbearlng

. Rl
ot “antreertive nﬁa"ttce has been modernzsed’gver the last ten
"

:uqrs: The 1ncreaqed use of hlghly refiable means of contra- ¢

LY

cqpt}op, along with the»avaxlab111ty of legal ebort1on as a

-

trol over their fertility and reduced unwanted childbearing. !
4 ) .

2t < \
/ . ' . “. li.‘ { . 4 ) .“c

A
= backup method, has afforded, cduples virtually complete’ con~ *

-

-
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, e et .

‘In 1973 69 percqnt Qf maﬁfied couples uysed one of.the three _c = .
] mosteeffective contr&ceptaVe methods;—steril1zatlony tire pill,
~ . .' or the IUDn—COQPared wiﬁh on}y 37 percent’in 1963.'°

K]

o There hae’ been a ,maJcrr dowmqqrd sh'LftL'Ln fertility nor'ms and R

‘5‘ LI

_adults

. ¢ . women 18 to 24 years old: expected to have no more than_two

** - ' !
-ch11dren, as Contrasted wiﬂh about 95 percfnt in 1967 v‘ T ’ A

o :There has been a postponeme)nt"of ch,;L dbearing among married, - '_ -

coupZes. The wife may have embarked on a careér, or‘%he couple

r
' has put off‘hav1ng their first child, or additional children

until their econdﬁic situation improyeés.. The birth‘rate of., =

course drb‘ps when childbei:ng is ' rescheduled" in this way RN

.- (and rt can go back-up ly fast when c1rcumstances change)
g9 b 3

The growth of New York State\s %Ppulatlon, as noted abovg, has ° Lo
been slowed,in part by the decl1ne in its biPth rate, which patafleled - a

the national fert11ity decline .The state's-crude Pirth rate %number < .

of binths pergthousand populatlon) has fallen\from 18, % in 1965 to -~

13. 0 in 1975. * (The compatable national decline was from 19-4 -to 14 2, )

[ . ~

The direct consequence of declinlng births in New'York is syggested o

el

bw the following accounting: of its demographic change from 1970 to C.
1975., The statégigpopulatlon decli?E’of 122 000 "was the product of oo
375 000 b1rths,c958 000 deaths, and a net out—migration of 539, OOQ.‘

-

A decade before, "New York had recordeld some 1, 750 000 binths in a com- "« -

pafable perlod 1960~ 65 As the birt rate has deglined, public atten- .

tion has begun to focus oh who bears children today.’ PR o,
- ot

One reason for this new concern is ;hat amébng very young teenagers,
the birth rate is rising, and births to teenagérs now figure more prom— :
' &nently among all births in this® country;(l9 percent of the total in -

. 1975 compareg with 1l4vpercent in 1960) “Not only has the percentage

R > . ) ' : o oe T , ?)5
.Charles F: Westoff, "Trends 1n‘tontraceptiye Practice: 1965- . e
1973 " Famtly Planning P@rsnectzves Vol <8, No.
ppo 54 57A 7 © 3 "

*k - . ) :
U/S. Bureau SF the Census, Currént Population Reports, Sepies .7

P-20, No? 288, January 1976

.

« an, averswn td' héz‘&{mg }acgéf *‘wm”l"?esa, at Zéast _amang ‘young ."~ L
a2 .
Natddnaldy 1n«i975, almost 75 percenf’of married o . 7,

u -—

2 (March/April 1976), - T
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. of births to adolesoents~risen but also the perCentage of adolescents‘

ey A 1

*who bear a child’ out‘of wedlotk has climbed sharplviénot because Jof g :
enage mothers are

more Out of—wedlock ggnceptions, but because fewer
selecting marriage as a.solutlon ‘to an out of-wedldﬁk pregnanty "Kids
" with kids". unpose considerable long term costs on society, which Severah

%k .
. recent studies have'highlighted. . . ST oo C

’ . . .
' . s . .
T [ s - - ’
, . . . ” -~ -

'ION' L ’g.@.g . . ‘. . - ', N
Between 1970 and 1976, net migrat- 74 " York §tate e

e reduced its populationrby 640 000 (3 5 percent). That f1gure com-

be

_pares-with a mere 104, 000 loss (0: 6 péercent) during the entire decade ,‘

;) "t

-

of. the l960s. -Since out-migrants.tend to be in the pr1me working

. ages and more highly skilled and educated " New York State is” 10sing not
.+ merely” people but human capital as well ) 31ﬁ§2 4970 the state has .
‘been 1osrng workers under age 30, whereas it gprmerly gained them at .

these ages, In another'!reak with the past trend black workers appe

LYty

.to be Ieaving New York State to go South infgreater numbers now. than

kkk .
they are arriving. . These and, other fingings (derived ﬁrom an.on- Ljf i

going stdﬂ& by my discussant, John E Smith), as well "as the w1dely

pub11c12ed second~war besueen the states —-a competitive “battle among

. ' f e . -
! A . . L4 q

2" ef Wendy H. Baldwin, "Adolescent Pregnaney and Chrldbearing——Growing
Concerns for Americans,"- Population Bulletin, Vol.*31, “No.2 (Popdla~ -

rion Reference Bureau ,Inc., Washington,-D.C. 1976) s .
*ok
. For example, see vatrious articles in F&mtly P%annzng Perspec~

' tives, Vol. 8, No., & «(Jul /Augus€f~1976), special issue on teenagers; -
and Lejlie A, Westoff "Kids with Kids," New *York Times H&gaztne, Feb-
.ruary 227951976, p. 14.: Of special interest here is.a study of first- K
htime. teenage mothers in New York City,. reported in Harri€t B. Presser,
""Socia nces, of Teenage Childbearing, presented,abﬂthe Confer-

A}

Heaith and uman Development, Bethesd§ Md., October 29-30, 1975,

B . kkx

o John E. Smith and Michael J. Batutis, Jr., "Chan ing Growth

Patterns: The Case of New York State," in George Sternlieb and James

. W. ‘Hughes, Post-Industrial Amertca‘ Metropolitan Decline -and Inter~
¢ -~ Regional Job Shifté (New Brunswick, N.J.! Rutgers Center- for Urbap.

_Policy Researeh, 1975), pp. 139-157. ’ |
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regions for jobs and workers*—have focused public attention as. never- . -
.k v s> . . - -

before on migration: ‘ .

®

M1gration trends, l1ke fertility trends, have undergone s1gn1f1cant
change recently, but .with local effects that, are far more ‘diverse. ’
. Now, as in the past people continue, to m1grate for reasons that are
connected with the WQrk1ngs of 'the’ national economiq and social system
Migrathn moves ;eople ‘from areas where jobs are dwindling to pla:es ‘ et
Qwhere workers ale needed without such adestment U.s. ecsnom1c growth
would be slugg1sh and less efficient than it & tually has been. Migra—;
tion is also an 1mportant vehicle of social moalllty Many people are

prevented from better1ng their circumstapces less because of 1n§;rent

‘personal Jimitations than because of rigidly drawn social barriers 1n .

,.tnﬁir community. The generally posit1Ve experience of blacks who Left . .
‘the rural South, and of ethnic. groups that.leﬁt .city-ghettos, confirms
the va1ue.of geographic mobility as a means of access to conditions ¢ T
that\foster improvements‘in personal-Status. * . . C A

Migrat1on is a complex process, but as research increases our
Jnderstandlng of its operation, certain importént misconceptions ‘can
be dispelled. One misconception concerns the motivation of low-income
migrants to move“tz large cities. It is widely ‘believed that such .
persons go'to places like ﬁ:w Tork City as welfare seekers; drawn there - -
by generdus' public—assistance allowances.. A recent Rand Corporatidnv : '\ \
study on this question reached a confrary conclusion:-- It found that'
needy newcomers start using the welfare system only gradually, not
‘immediatelyi the delay is more easily}inﬁerpreted as- dué to discourage~
ment in finding work after the m1grant arrives than te prior motivation

for moving to New York de11bemately to claim benefits 17indings

kkk .
from other independert studies tend tg corroborate this point. The
* ‘ . ! - ” -
"The Second z?l Between the States,' Business Week, May 17, 1976, -
pp. 92-114; and "Federal Spending: . The North's Loss-is the Sunbelt s | :

Gain," Natzonal Journal, June 26, 1976, PP- »878-891.

* &k
David M. DeFerrantl, et al., The,Wer&re and RNonwel fare Poor

‘in New York Uity,” R-1381-NYC, The Rand Corporation, June 1974,

T okkk
OStOw and Dutka, for example, foynd that the median pre-

acceptance residency period for welfare household heads who have mi-
grated tp New York City ‘was three years, "...which suggests a failed

v

4 s
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) welfare -seeking migrant appears to be a myth if anyth1ng, recerpt of
qulic assistance seems to reduce the m1gration of _poor fam1lies, spg-
gesting that welfare re61p1ents tend to pile up in‘C1ties not because

*
of in-migration but because of low out—m1gration ;

« A related misconception (d1spelled by a cons1derdble body of re-
search) is that rural\gEPan m1gration,does noth1ng more than transplant
rural poverty to an urban setting. It is true that rural urban migrants
have typically heen.more d1sadvantaged thaniﬁhe1r counterparts theV
have 301ned in the city, but they also stand out as being among the
most‘successful of the.city's res1dents aq‘overcom1ng personal disad-
vantages. This is especially evident among black rurai-urban migrants,
who, in striving to better "their economic positlons, have‘hﬁualled or

?

surpassed the indigenous Urban-born blacks they have Joined

- - N . - = '

attempt at, sélf-maintenance. rather than in-migration for the purpOSe
of gaining prompt access to the state's liberal welfare system Mif-
iam Ostow and Anna B. Dutka, Work and Welfare in New York City (Balti-
more: Johns Hopkins University Press,'l975), . 76. See also: Larry
H. Long, "Pdverty Status and Receipt oﬁ.yelfare Among Migrants and
Nonmigrants in Large Cities," American Spciological Review, Vol'. 39
, (February 1974), pp. 46-56; I. N. Fisher and S. W. Purnell, The Con-
nection Betueen Migrdtion and Welfare Dependency in the Chicago Metro-
politan Area, R-1388-I1ISP, The Rand Corporation, September 1973; Gordon
F. DeJong and Zafar M. N. Ahmad, "Mo%ivation for M1grat1on of Welfare
Cly ents," Working Paper No. 1975-01, Population Issues Research Office,
Pennsylvania State University, n.d.; Robert D. Reischauer, '"'The Impact
of the Welfare System on Black M1grat1on and Marital Stab1lity,' unpub-
lished Ph.D. Dissertation, Columbia ¥niversity, 1971. Evidénce on :
Puerto Rican migration, although less Tobust, also casts doubt on the
role of welfare payments in attractingkmigrants. Specifically, wel-
fare payments in the United States relative to Puerto Rico are not
associated with the magnitude of migration from the island to the main-
land. See Rita M. Maldonado, "Why Puerto Ricaps Migrated to the United
States in 1947-73," Monthly Labor Reuview, Vol. 39 No. 9 (September
976) pp. 7-14.

Larry H. Long and _Lynne R. Heltman,."Do Welfare Payments Reduce
Migration Potential?" paper presentéd at the amnual meeting of the
. American Sociological Association, New York City, August l976 s’

Thé incidence of poverty,-for example, is no higher amdng black
rurgl-urban migrants than it is among the urban-origin blacks, accord~
ing to a study_ referring to the mid=1960s. In fact, black migrapss in
the prime, adult years (17 to.29) were much less likely to be poer than
their urb#&n counterparts. %ee Gladys K. Bowles, 'A Profile of” the .

" Pncidence of Poverty Among Rural—Urban Migra ts an omparative Popu-
.lations," paper presented at the annual meeting\ of “the Rural Sociological
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- Few of the problemé facmg blaaks outs1de ‘the South can be attrl— L .
uted dlrectly to ‘heir rhr@lgSouthern or1g1n The reverse may be e

true in regard to their edonomic sugcess, it may be that tﬁe black

. /. .
.+ rural-urban mlgr?t brmvg& to” the cltx a more constructlve set of atti- ‘.
H - * - . -
. tudes toward school, and work ‘than those of the urban natlve he Joms
. N ’ ~ cpe- *

¥ ¢
A -_‘ N . A N
B . »

\ . y - ~

P ' Society,’ Washf’ngton D.C., August, 1970. . . . .
Other_ studj es furnlshlng&e\udence on this point are reviewed in . . <
Peter A. Morriéon, Migration. from Distressed Areas ‘Tts Meaning for oo SN
* Regiopal. Pplicys 'The. Rand Corpdratlon, R-1103-EDA/EF/NIH, October 1973. o] *
- ,Sée also Larry H. Long afd. Lyane R. Heltman; "Incomy le'ferences Be- ) [ : :
tween Blackand White Mén Controlling for Edutation and Reglon of |, . & ,
Birth," dmerican Journal,of Sgciolegy,-May 1975; Arvil V. Adams and . .
Gilbert Nestel, "Interregional ‘Migration, Education, and Poverty in
* the 'Urban Ghetto: Another.Look at Black-White Earnings lefere,ntlgls, ,
Review of Economigs and Statistips,nMay 1976, pp. '156-166; and’ Arm R.
Miller, "The Black Migrant: ChéWg Origins, .Changing Characterlstlfgs,
conference paper dated October 1974, available from the W.E.B. DuBois -
Institute fgr the Study of the Amerlcan’Bl'ack Atlanta& nlver51ty, ) s
' AAtlanta, Ga‘\ ' . - ; . ’

> - . et -

e Adams and Nest‘:‘el, op..c‘it.' ' $ Lo Te L .
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“IV. SPAT,IAL MANIFESTATIONS: ‘CHANG ING FORTiJNEs
OF METROPOLITAN ‘AND NONMETROPOLI’I‘AN AREAS

e - - & A & . \ .
*" L
. ° . N - .
PO . ‘e ‘
PR - . & . e V *
* .

Two major features of population change in N@w York are an end

“to metropolitan growth statewidé and’ a r;;ival or intens1f1cat1on of.
growth in selected nonmetropolitan areas. In.the:last several years,_

metropolitan areas have become less attractive, both tor their ‘'resfdents
f~ . *
ang to outsiderse whereas nonmetropolltan areas haye become»more so

-

This new development; evident sincwe} 970, is, not unique to New York

**
State or even to th1s nation:y

A

It reflects*a{national trend that has
brought population decline to many metropolitan areas. At %east 44 of
the 259 metropolitan areas in the natlon have ceased grow1ngf f1ve of
these S%S&E are in New York State (Fig. 2) and, feur of them are’ clearly
declinfing.. ’ N d . .
Onekword_of caution: The image.of‘wholesale flight from thé_ciiw

is a little mislea {ng when applied to SMSAS. Within thes¢ broad sta-

] tist1cal aggregéte any commdhities cont1nue to grow and some, may -
even celerate td&%& §&owth But what the general areawide pattern
sign ls is a new and rising incidence of, zero population growth or
decYine ip’ metropolltan territory outside the central c1by the long—

sganding trend of out ion from Ceﬁtral cities now app11es a&so
v s H - %

to the close-in suburbs. : . v Y.

- - r

THE ONSET OF METROPOLITAN—AJEA'DECLINE ‘ <

2 B
-
N L d

How does & formerly growing metropolitan areaﬁ§uddenlx,commence‘
decl1n1ng7 Th uffalo SMSA, where growtb came to an dbrupt halt after
¥970, eXemplifleS the demographic forces at work The Buffalo SMSA

- N

,5'4
*
ween two recent five -~year periods (1965 704ahd 1970- 75), the

¢ percentage of populativn no&ing from nonmetropolitan .areas décl1ned
from 3.1 to 2.6 and from the metropolitan sector rose from 2.9 to 3. 5.

Comparable develdpments have occurred in greater Stockholm, met~
-\topolltan Copenhagen and Oslo, and other major European metropolitan .
_ centers. See Thomas Falk, Urban .Sweden (Stockholm: Economics Re-.

search Institute, Stockholm School of Economics, 1976), p. 180 4dnd

footnote 1. : N . o L
! . oo
L * *"4. )
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e S had experienced a net out flow of 84 000 nugrants (about 6 peroent of ,
its. entire ﬁ%pulation) during the l960s but 1ts populatlon anereased ..
by 42,000 anyway'because the margin Qf births over deaths added 126 000.
3 - . When b1rth rates dropped in the 197Qs, natur;l 1ncreise (the excess Qf
births over deaths) was no longer suff1c1ent to o6ffset metropolitan “ .
Buffalo's long—standing out—migration, and a prev1ous1y unndliced trend
became apparen&. Between 1970 and 1975 net out-m1gratlon removed .
48,400 Buffalonians, but naturalflncrease added only 26,500, leaving
S Gé//- the Buffalo SMSA with a riet loss of 2l QOd residents. te 7 .". ) T
. *  Other metropolitan’ areas-in New York that have been. affected by
' the same Fombination of out—m1grat10n and a lower rate of natural in-
creage 1nGlude Rochester, Syracuse, Elmira, Ut1caLRome, Binghamton, -
. ‘ and New Yor&.‘ In all -but the first two, population.growth has halted Lo
' T - since 1970. - ' o f ) o K o -
. " 7 . , - , N -

-~ -, EXTENSION OF GROWTH T0 NONMETROPQLITAN AREAS

. ~ ” A4 -
-at B , 3 -7 - : N . ™~
. L -+ The counterpart of metropolltan deEQJne has been a-nationwide '’ -

2,

. T ' revival or 1ntens1ficat10n of growth in nonmetropolitan areas since’

®

l970 In New York State, where one: person in nine resides Xu a non-

- metropolltan .area, the 1970 1975 pattern 'has reflected the broad con-
‘ tours of rationil trends, at leéas't in the eastern half of the state:

o. Despite the low birth rate, the state's nonmetropolitan popu-

e lation has been 1ncrea91ng 180 percent annuaIIy, compared with ) {
.. ' - . 0.9 percent annuahly during the 1960s. ' ' -

. ¢ [ ‘ L o
\ s0  Nonmetropolitan areas hade' registered an-annual 0.5 percent

net.in—migratioh‘compared Wwith 0.1 percent annually'during . -

T, . the 1960s. ,//’—7’ . )

o The type of nonfiétropolitan counties that are growing at a
' Past rate throdgh migration are those with intermediate or

""strong metropolitan commuting ties *(i.e., at least 10 pefcent
4 . -
. ) . ‘. I t e

3
N +

- *See Calvin L. Beale, The Revival .of Population Growth in Nonmet--

. o, . ﬁopolitan Ameri RS-605, Economic¢ Develepment Division, Economig Re-=s ’
search Service, . Department of Agriculture, June 1975; Peter A.
Morrison, '"Rural, Rena1ssance in‘America? . The. Revival of Population N T
Growth in Remote Areas,'" Population Bylletin, Vol. 31, Nd. 3 (Popu-

lation Reference Bureau, Inc., Washington D.C. 1976). N ¢

®
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v, . of their workers tommute to jobs in a metropq}itan area). . g
- Prime examples are Schoharie and GreenJ“Counties, adﬁacent'to_
metropol-

of affast-

the familiar .

.» metropolitan ‘Albany, and Yates'Countx, adjacent'to

itan Rochester (western'New York's only. ¢lear case

A

vt > v .
. - growing "commuter county"). Such counties exhibit

- 'procegs of ”urban sprawl sprawling;further——SMSAs spilling

. " over into the1r adJacent nonmetropolltan h1nterland (F1g 3).
J \
o Exh1b1t1ng an impressive bredk with.a past history of stable‘ .

’

or dec11n1ng populatlon are those’ conrtles with weak commuting .

. " ties ~tc an SMSA (espec1ally those with less;than 3 percent . -

S commuting) ‘ Essex and Franklin Countigs‘are Eyo cleaw 1lPus—
trations: of the unexpected "turnaround" that is taking place

~ ' in many of .the more remote nonmetropolita

erd.

.tlon of thelb nat1ve populagion and attracting’ 1ncrea51nq%%

areas of the coun=

Evidently these areas'are'both retaining a larger frac- 3%‘

: numbers of‘out51ders (Flg LI *

New York's nonmetropolltan growth then, ts partly just the lat—”

est man1fesbat1on of urban sprawl, as counties’ adJacent to 1nd1v1dual :' 4
SMSAs fill up,with people and flll out sectlons.df the, Nontheastern - -

Metropolitan Belt. But the fact that areas removed from’ metropolltan

‘influence also are grow1ng signals a new trend under way. : .

~ *

. Recent studles that have jnquired into- nonmetropolltan growth and .

why 1t is occurr1ng have shown several th1ngs1 First, the trends toward

-

and toward larger ret1rement and death benefits for
fl

more geople, ‘have speeded up the incpease in ‘the number of retirees and

early’ ret1rement

lengthened the average 1nterval-duxeng later llfe when a person is no

New sources of income such -
. 1

as well as more

lpnger tied to a speclﬁlc place by a JOb
as the federal Supplemental Secur1ty Income program
generous pens1ons, have acceIeratedgiﬁe flow of dollars into. ret1rees
hands, expanding their,role as consumers . Indeed, with their steady
incomes asspred regardless of locat1on,'retirees comprise a floating
population of consumer% whose presence 1% an increasingly service-
“Since 1970, Columbia,

Eésex, Gneene, Bullivan, and Yates 'countied have all felt this influ-

riented society creates jobs wherever they go

ence in varying degrees.

[ 4 ~ - . [
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Just as-retirees constitute anlexpandingkand~comparatively foot-
lodse subpopulation whose demands create Jobs in nonmetropolitan areas,
an 1ncreased orientation at all ages toqard lelsure actIv*ty has spawned
another kind of rural growth'industry '--Tecreation. Much of this* ' -
growth is concentrated in amen1ty riqﬁ areas, especially mountains and
shorel;ne, which often 11e well outs1de the daily range of. metropolitan
commuting. The Adirondacks is an obvious example.

i Together these two sources‘of expanding employment—;retirement
and recreation——supplemented by the impetus of the state's higher edu-
cation system have 1ncreased the poss1b111t1es for moving to (or re- "
mainlng 1n) certain nonmetrogplltan "areas. At a deeper level, however;
the question remains of why Americans are acting on these possibilities.
_An 1mporta2t aspect of the explanation concerns people s preferences
for nonmetropolitan living. Americans have long dlsplayed inventive—-
nessain trying to recopfcile two conflictihg desires one faqr access
to others and ‘the other for separation from them.' Examples abound in
the American culture of the wish to love one sjﬁe1ghbor bdt‘keepxhim'<
at arm's length,’perhaps the most vivid being Americans' dogged pref-
erence for neorural or perhaps pseudorural residential Settings.’ (This
-procliv1ty is evrzent in most Anglo—Saxon societies, but the American
romance with the’ frontier may have reinforced it.) .

To opinion surveyors, Americans state a strong desire to live id °
rural and small-town settings--but most of them admit;;when questioned
further,. that they would like those‘settings to 1ie withqn thirty miles
of a big city. The theme is an old one: Back in 925, one housewife

rejected .suburbia as<a bad compromise ih favor of the '"real courtry.

"By country,”" she wrote, i de-not mean a farm, or many acres or huge.

castles bu1lt in 1m1tat10n of English country houses She meant
instead a s1mple home bu1lt along a country road near hills or water,
from a quarter of a mile to tyo or three miles from the railway station,
and withih one and one—half hours' commuting distance from the city."

' Today, people continue to seek distance from crime, physical dekay,

I
§

Roor schools: and objectionable neighbors, and access to a 'view,"

.

Cited in Petef J. Schmitt, Back to Nature: The Arcadian Myth
w Urban America (New York: - Oxford University Préss, 1969)
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.even if it means remoteness from urban exc}tement Evidently, with

telev1sion an} long- dlstance commuting, the gense of isolation bred

-

by geographicalldLStance and small town mores has broken down, and
these speciﬁications can rioy be met in the heart. of Yates and Schoharie
Counties a8 welt as in Suffolk or Rockland. r *

v

a.number of important issues turn on the impli-

K ’ ’

. .
cations of .these trends. The oldeéghand largest central, c1t1es were, * |

ﬁlready hav1ng trouble md.l1ng their- budgetary requ1rements before the

,slowdown in overall population %rowth occurred Now “the str1cttfes of

« no— growth or decline have .spread to many suburban communities,, wh1ch

’

face pa1nfu1 decisions on how to ref1t local expendltures to revenues

that -no lgnger grow. On “the other hand onée sleepy villageb are noy, .

S , 4 -
being galvanlzed by spontaneous growth after decades of resignation to L’

4

,popmlat1on stab111ty and are hard -pressed to meet public needsJ
There is a clear 1rony in the fact that this maJor shift 1n popu- ¢
lation d1str1but10n is spurrlng metropolltan Mterests to seek the bene—
fits of populétlon stablklty or dec11ne——most 0bv1ously, stable budgets
and the opportunlty for effective plapning--at the samé Ltime that it

N

is threaten1ng those.beneflts in norfmetropolitan areas The evidence

that there are< beneflts is already apparent in the w1dely publicized ¢

reststance on the part of many communities to accepting the costs that
growth confers T '( . . . .
o . - SO
*

RACLAL CHANGE WITHIN MﬁTROPOLITAN AREAS

ES

Wheré oncé the "inner" city provuded the dlsadvantaged with oppor- '

tun1t1es for greater 1ncome, it is now largely the r uge of vietims
a;ks, who alone

A\

g .

of 1ncome d1scr1m1nat10n A special case is that of bl

”n
among all ethnic m1norktles have been unable .fo make the trankition

from ur®n inmigrant to suburban1te in’any substant1a1 numbers " Be-

tween 1800 and 19Z9, the percentage of the nation s blacks res1d1ng .

i etroboh}tan areas, (accbrd1ng tﬁ the 1970 def1n1t10n) rose from

about 27 to 75. ig'\
no subsequent disperslon of b1ack (Table 2).

L)

of the metropol1tan black populat1on tesided in central cities; by

1974 77 5 percent did .The same is true for the Northeast gnd New

-
- \)

v

areas,. hoWever, there has been .

in 1900 54 .5 percend

[y

" Within metropol

et ; ~
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Table 2 :
- <;' DISTRIBUTION OF WHITE AND BLACK POPULATION
WITHIN SMSAs; 1900-1974
*JPenpentage of racial éroyp
s by area, of res1dence
. : Central City RemaLnderuof SMSA
! Year ":ﬁhite' Black® White 3lack
' /ALl U.S.-SMSAs”
e 1900 | 62.8  s45 | 3720 asisy,
" 1950 56.6°,.  77.2 43.4  , 22.8™
* 1960 47.8 ° 7916 + 52,2 20.4F
1974 38.1° . 77.5 61.9 ‘2£.§
All SMSAs in Northeast \
11960 65.1 80.4 | 549 ', 19.6 "
1970 |, 39.4 8i.6 60.6  (18.4
‘ C197% | U371 80.4 .| 62.9  19.6
. . All SMSAs in New York State .
‘1960, | 61.7 - 88.0 |- 38.2 ° 12.0°
. _1970.. 54.0 '88 1 | 46.0 11.9 -
SOURCES: Irene B. Taeuber, 'The Chang1ng D1stribut1on.of the Popula—

tion in the United States in the’ Twentleth Century,
Population Growth and the AmerlcapyFuture, Population Distribution and
Ebltcy, Sara Mills Mazie, editor, Vol. V of Commission Research Reports
Government Printing Office, 1972), Table 20; and U.S.
Bureay of the Census, Current Population Reports,’ Series P-23, No.
”chial .and Economic Characteristies of the Metropolitan and Nonmetro-

(Washingtonu

politéan Population

Washington,

-D.C.

the census dates.

1975,

o

" in Commission on

expansion of citjes'Sboundaries as well as the populations

éFor SMSAs in New Yonk'Sta{e, figures shown'ﬁete are for nonwhites.

b %

*Reference he
that were the SMSAs of 1960 at=~each census from 1900 to 1960.,
SMSAs thus refer to comstant areas.
§ﬂSAq as defined in 1970. .

»

is to the changing pooulations of ‘the counties

»

A

55

1974 and 1970, " U.S. Government Printing Offlce,.
*Table 3. | .

The popuiations of the central city or cities*were taken as qf
Since their .areas are changing rather than constant,
the changes in the populations in a4nd outside central cities reflect

natural,

For 1974, reference is to the

Ex)

‘r
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York State (for which data are shown only since 1960). This continued
concentration of blacks in central cigies contrasts sharply with the
white population's dispersal fro

Recent trends in,popula ion change, shown in Table 3, have tended
_to reinforce the pattern of diverg1ng racial, dig%rlbu%ron in metropol—
'itan areas. Between 1970 and 1974 the white population inside cen--
tral cities in the Northeast declined 6 2 percent and the.black in- .
creased 1.4‘percent. The.metropolitan population outside central cit-

-

" roughly speaking) has increased 3.6 percent for

fes ("the suburbs,
whites and 9.9 percent fof®blacks. While the figure for blacks is
impressive at first glancer'it merely reflects the very small numbers\
of blacks now residing in the suburban ring.(and aa limited set of
suburban aread at that); it does not s1gn1f1cantly offset the broader
trend toward racial separation between central c1ty and suburbs.
Compared with the whit .population, the black population is bo%h
younger and has a larger average family size. Demographlcally, this
means that migratlon trends making for rac1al separatlon in one time
period tend to perpetuate this separatlon in later t1mes “the black
population by generat1ng more b1rths and fewer deaths relative to the
~"yhine population, grows at a faster rate in places where it is now ‘ ‘
located. kRising minority school enrollments througb.differential fer-
‘tility are one manifestation of this tendency.) Phus, sven if every- ‘
, one suddenly stopped mOV1ng, the disproportiga beg’een black central

gities and white suburbs would grow, thereby perpetuating existing

patternd of racial separation between cities and suburbs.
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J - " =~  Table 3 .
" POPULATTON CHANGE® BETWEEN 1970 AND 1974, BY RACE AND AREA .OF RESIDENCE

-~

.o . . - . t

-t

. ig ' Percentage Change in Population, .
£ . . 1970- 1974 . S

v .oAall | North.-{ - {1

Area “of Resldence Regions | Northeast | Central | Southd West '
- é’ . . ] .

- «, AL Rac:es . .
United States |os | a2 ‘1.3 | 6.7 | 8.0
Metropolitan areas. 3.6 0.2 1.0 | 7.6 | 7.1
Inside central cities | -1.9 -4.7 - -5.5-|-0.1 | 4.4 °
Outside-central cities . 8.4 4,0 6.4 | 1577 | 9.0
Nonmetropolitan areas . 5,0 5.1 N 1.8 5.4 | 11.6
ﬁ a — - : - ! '
% - . White
. . ,

United States -~ . 3.5 0.9 0.8 6.3 6.8 T
Metropolitan ‘areas ‘ 2.4 |, -0.3 0.1 | 6.8 | 4.0 .
Inside céntral cities -5.1 | -6.2- | -8.,0 |-3.9 |-1.0 .
Outside centrgl cities - | -7.5 3.6 5.6 | 15.8 7.3
Nonmetropolitan areas : . 5.8 5.1° ) 2.1 5.8 | 16.7 M

° Black :
United States’ L. 6.7 2.4 6.3 | 6.3 |22.3,
Metfopolitah areas: 8.4 3.0 6.9 9.2 | 23.2
-Inside’ central cities 6.3 1.4 2.3 8.7. | 24.3 //,
. Outsidg central cities 16.1 -9.9. 37.7 | 10.6 | 20.4
Nonmetropolitan areas ‘ 2.0 -12.3 -3.4 2.7 | 7.2 N
R @ o -
- SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Cengus, - Current Population Reports,

Series P-23,-No. 55, "Sogial and Economic Characteristics of the Metro-

.politan and Normetropolitan Population:. 1974 and 1970, it u.s. Government

Printing -Officé, Washington, D.C,, 1975, Table 3,
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Wide variations in the rate of population change for'différent %
age groups stan< out as anothér maJor feature of New Xork s demographit
outlook. A grow1ng/popu1at10n is, of _course, one major dr1v1ng force

behind expanding demands for publie services and rising revenues to

support these services. But many service demands grow . in proportion

to the population in spec1 ic age ranges——police and prisons hadf to °
expand in the 1960s to cope with the wave of young people passing ” ¢
through the ages of peak criminal activétyy public health care facgii—
ties’expand to accommodate the elderly and the poo and of course

elémentary school enrollments have begun to¢ fall off as the population

under 10 has shrunk., Similarly, revenles are partly a function of the

proportion of persong in_the working ages. a
The rate at wuich a population is changing at any given time may he
/, A}

vary widely from one age group to apother, Between 1970 .and l§75 the

overa ll stability of New York State's population concealed tonsiderable

unevenness of change. R example:

-

o The under-10 population declined 13 percent.
o- The population 20 ‘to 34 increased 16 percent .

o The population 35 to 49 declined 8 percent. ¥4
* These ‘different rates_of growth. for diffen:it/;ge groups reflect past ‘Q.
fluctuations in ferti}ity, the most notable of which have ‘been the L .

national decline in fertility that ocqppredgduring the ecoriomic de-

pression of the l930s, the baby boom following the Second WOrld War,
4

and the sudden drop in the fertility rate in the late 1960s. Each

major rise and ‘fall has left its indelible imprint on the population' s

¢

age profile, whose unevgnness is evident in Figure 5. New York State' s -

*
age profile differs onlyxs ghtly from this national pattern.

¥
-

L)

.

: .
N

Figure 5 §s not shown separately for New York State, since 1975
data by single year of age were unavailable. The only noticeable dif—
ferences are a somewhat smaller percentage of the populatién under 57

(6.7 for New York vs. 7.5 percent nationally), and a somewhat larger

percentage over 45 (33.3 vs. 30.9 percent nationally) -
‘.. -

ﬁ « - +




ERIC *

)
§
;

S ‘ L =24 T
- Fig.5 #F -

LN

P

Apnl 1, 1970 and July 1 1975

Age

" 60

30

20. v

10 |

AY

FEMALE

Dnstrlbutnon of the Total Populatlon by Age and Sex:

V)

oy
H
- i
! .
2
- L 2
e,/
. . - .
L]
» -

o

3

N



. e Clogo ¢ 7.
Ppriétalsis——the way a python swallowssa pig--is-an apt metaphor
for how the Upited States has absorbed the’'impact of these swings in

fertility. .The many children born after World War II crowded the

.schoqls dur1ng the mext decade “and began forming their own households

in the later 1960s. Frum oirth‘to maturity they have ovexcrowded mater-

nity wards, then schools, then juvenile justice institutions, and then .
. AR [
. v »

the hous1ng market - . -

. ; N Al & -

A ThlS concentration of population in certain ages foreshadows cer-
X '

tain 1nev1table cha@ges which are likely to be felt in New York State
' apd nationwide with about equal 1ntensity. These changes will affect

two'distinct areas of policy concern: education and housing.

3

E_3
»

////‘ IMPACTS ON EDUCATION

In recent years, the baby boom children (persons now 11 to 29)

Ve

have been passing through the colleges and universities and flood1ng L]
_ the labor market. The bulk of the.wave-—the large cohorts "born during

the m§{d-1950s and early 1960s--is still in" school, however. As the

_last of these people'mature, school enrollments f persons 18 to 21
will drop (see Table 4). For those 22"to 34 yeai& of age, often drawn

) ‘back to higher education (especially to thé community colleges), the

s ¥

outlook is -different. A rap1d expansion in their enrollments through

2

* the early 1980a 1s in pnospect Thereafter, growth will’ ‘taper off,

and their enrollments should décline before the end of that decade.

From a purely demographic perspect1ve, then, . existing pressure N

- for contraction of the higher edycation system--except for community

they occupy a diefinctive p031tion in cater}ng to a considerably broader
.and generally, older age range. Even so, they qill need to plan care-

. fully, dir@cting tbeir'offerings toward those in the middle adult years
- as well as the trad1t10nal college ages. ; B

\.; colleges—-can only 1ntensxfy Community colleges are- excepted becausé )
The declining birth rate is imposing intense demographic pressures

. ' on elementary angd secondary schools » The severity of this by now fam- v
~ ifiar problem is’ suggested 1h the’following statistic for New York °
State. For every lOO children aged 5,to 14 in_lgzpf/ihere were only
192 1in l975 and there will bhe only 79 by 1980. Between l9Z§.and 1985,
*  the number ,of 15- to—194year—olds will diminish by one-seventh.

]

* . [ J N ,""‘ : Lot - -
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L Table 4 . . ,
A R \' - o
@ U; %f._::POPULATION AND PERCENT CHANGE IN SELECTED AGE GROUPS,

s 1960-1975, AND PROJECTIONS 1980-2000a

.’
b

’ . " No. of persons, by‘age‘ Percent Change .
(in thousands) Sinde “Previous Year
Year | 18-21  22-34 35+ 18-21  22-34 35+
. ﬁ .
S ' 1960 | 9,555 29,492 77,099 - - -
5| 12,206 ° 30,554  81;814. ‘~§8: 4 6
t 1970 | 14,705 35,271 85,200 | 20. . 15 4
1975 | 16,479 42,024 88,673 #4 12 .19 4
- 1980 | 17,097 48,501 93,912 4 15 6
’ . 1985 | 15,431 52,249 101,834 -10 8 8
. 1990 |- 14,519 51,705 111,170 . =6 -1 "9
| : 1995 | 13,399 48,390 121,428 -8 -6 9 °
.. . 2000| 16,002 44,819 130,594 19 -7 8
- o ‘ '

) ’ . ) : R
SOURCEy U.S. Bureau of the 9ensus, Current Population Reports,

Series P-25, No. 519, April 1974, _Table 1; Series P-25, No. S&Iy@Febrtfary'

1975, Table 2.

]

3Gensus Serfes II projection, which assumes an ultimate completed *

. cohort fertility 'rate of 2.1 births per average woman.
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Looklng‘further into the future is fraught w1th increas1ng uncer- 2. )

tainty, For we are referring to’cohorts not yet born. (This is where .

the possibility of "rescheduled" childbearing, mentioned eatlief,,intro—_

‘duceﬁ some major unknowns.) Adopting the New York State Economic Devel-

. *
opment Board's a%sumptions about future fert111ty and migratfon, how—

. ever, one plausible future can be prOJected to suggest what 11es ahead

(see Figure 6). According to the Board's prngctlons, the 5 to- 14 age

group will contract until the mid-1980s; thereafter, it will increase

moderately. For 15—cO~19—year-olds, the numerical'sh;inkage Qi}l e

\ e

% ' T
* - - 3 . /
These assumptions are: (1) '"New quk State s blrth rate will"
increase.somewhat during the remainder of the decade’ and approach the
~ completed fertility rate of 1.90 by 1980. This assumes that the recent

7 sharp declire in birth rates reflects, in part, a deferral’ of births *

Qnd economic factors'; (2) "New York State's rate of net outﬁlgratlon .
for-the 1atter half of the decade will diminish ;samewhat from current :
- levels." Source: New York State Economic Deve .opment Board, "Prelim-

inary\Revised Population Projections by.-Age and Sex for New York State

.. Counties," with attachments, dated March 1, 1976. d
. B T . '\
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continue through about 1990, followed by ome last echo of the bdby \

-

wboom——a l6—p?rcent inlcrease Bétween'1990 %Pd 2000--to usher out thé

¢ ‘ ) b
gentury. . oo
L 4 - - P .
. . '

As these figures suggest, demographic aﬁaljsis gives timely notice
.of circumstgnces built into the population® g structure for, whlch amel-
hzg?étlve actlon is possible. But the process of contraction cannot be .,
accomp11shed simply $y reversing the process of expansion within an
existing organizational’ settlng *ﬂpAdaptat1on necessarilyi{entails dif-
: * ficult choices of emphasis between often confl1ct1ng obJect1ves These
choices distribute cqsts and benefits unevenly among oups of people
and jurisdicti?ns and‘are inheréhtly political; bu he meepan1sms for
making these chqices may be unworkable.’ When enrollments decliﬁE, for )
example, education planners TMust decide whether to reduce teaching . .~ T
staff or decrease class sizes; wherher to close some vschools for econ-
i omy or keep them open for gonvenience to the community; whether to sub- ' °
mit to decline or\geeﬁinew wéys to use gchoql facilitieé ahd_faculties.
Local school districts rzre}y have the degnée of control over their )
organization that would allow such choices to be arrived at eagiiy.
Nationally, educational planning tends to proceed in ignorance’
of what is already known about the consequences of population shifts.
Symptomatic of this problem was the frenetic response in the education
sector to the ‘baby boom and recent bust. Thrgdghout the “tate 1960s
) and early 1970s teachers and professors were trained in increasing:

_ . . * %
- numbers despite warnings as early as 1965 of an impending over-supply.

those who are prepared to teach them. Others at this conference may
~ \ . .
wish to comment specifically on New

ork State's experience with edu-

-

cation .planning.
,,,_....,..-—wT""‘" ) N\ * - ‘ -

* d :
Paul Berman and Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin, "The Management of
Decline: Problems, Opportunities, and Research Questionsy" .The Rand

) Corporatlon, forthcoming. - ‘.

. Allan M Cartter, "The Supply and Demand of College Teachers,
.in American Ctatistical Assoriation. Social Statistics Proceedings
{Washington: American Statistical Association, 1965) pp. 70-80;. idem,

- "Scientific Manpower for 1970-1985," Sc10nﬂe, Vol.,172 No. 3979 (April.
1971), pp. 132-140. °

Today, there are scarcely enough people'arouﬁd to be educated for all _’
» ’ .
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E TMPACTS ON HOUSING * | , T .
) _ % - . ) .

The number of hOus%holds in New York State increased at a i 2 per-
cent annual rate during the 1960s and, according to Census Buread’flg-
ures, has contlnued to increase at ‘this same rate since 1970 despite
the halt in New York's populaﬁlon growth Part of the/explanation for
this cont1nued growth is numerlcal : the population's changing age '
proflle has’ made for expansion at the prime household -forming ages.

There also have been behaviaral changes: people are forming households -
d1fferent1y now than if the past. ) d

Regardlng the first ponnt5 the number of- households” wlth heads .
under 35 has increased sharply since 1970 as the baby-boom-cohorts
. .have matured into adulthood {see Figure 7). According to the State
o Etonomic Development Board's projection, househoids in‘this age bracket

will continue to expand at, better:than three pg;cent annually through
1980.* This age concentration has creatEd an especially heavy demand
¢ for the particular Kinds of dwelling units suited to this age group--
low=to-moderate priced apartments in densely settled areas and the
like——and this pressure on demand'waikcontinue for another five years
: or so. By about 1980, howevir, the age concenoration willdbe on the -
«35-to-44 grodp——by then, the matured first cohorts born after World War
1F. Duyfing the 1980s.the number of households headed by someone between
35 and 44 will increase at better than 3 percent annually. ¢
) In addition'to these considerable pressures associated with a -
changing age distribution, other demogrﬁphic influences are affecting
- housing gequirements As everyone is aware, househodd composition and

A ’

family structure have undergone fundamental change and are currently
“Thk
in a state of considerable flux, both soc1olog1ca1 and demographlc

~~ on¥’ influence is a decided increase in the proportion of young men and .

. women who refrain froﬁ\marrylng Natlonally, the 1ncrease is especially

-

rapparent among persons 20 to 24 years old (an age at which most men

-
-t ‘ 3-

' New York State Eeonomic Development Board, “Preliminary Revised
Household,Projections for New York State Count1es,” with dttachment, ...

dated March 30, 1976. ;
. . *% . : .
, . . . . See Paul C. Glick, "Some Recent Changes in Americar Families,"

Current Populatwn Reports, Special Studies, Series P-23, No. 52, n.d.
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. ’ ’ : ‘
i p - : ,.( )
R » , .




-«

Q ‘

ERY

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'th@ Economic Development Board's: figures.

. in the future. -

ffamily unit:

‘home, and a widowed parent more reluctant'to move 1n with an adult son”™ -

_3 1_ s v

&

o -
60ipercent of men,

and ‘women have traditionally married) At this age

2

and 40 percent of women, were as\yet unmarr1ed in 1975, compared wlth

53 percent and 28 percent in 1960.

-

It is.an open question whether

~

this tendency to remain s1ng1e represents merely a postponement oﬁ

first marriage or a develop1ng trend toward 1ifelong . s1ng1eness

~

Another influence is the trend toward establishing householdsfin' .

-

"nonfamily" living situations as primary individuals.

viduals,

("Primary indi- e’

.
"

in the Census Bureau's terminology, are household heads who

N e, . A

live in their own homes entirely alone or with persons not related to

Between 1970 gnd 1976,

-

them.) the number of households natiohally E '

-

that were headed by. pr1mary individuals of all ages 1ncreased from

11.95 to 16.81 million,, or about 41 percent. (Thls compares w1th a
9 -percent increase for all other types of- househords——husband—w1fe5 ) -
other male-headed, or female-headed fam11ies ) For reasons I cannot

eﬁplaln, ®this natibnal trend is less ev1dent here in New Yotk State

and is not projected to continue in the future, at least accord1ng to »

Those f1gures do show'a'

\ .
som%what more rapid increase among prlmary individuals between 1970 . .
and 1975, but they project a slower’ Yncrease (relative to familses) .

e nationally rising incidence of s1ng1e—parent families, two or , . .

-

more u related people living together, and people of all ages 1iving .
alone suggests the extent to which life- style optlons have been widened

by affluence and ‘the relaxation of social porms. Changes 1n,tas “and. 4-

\l
preference have made many people teady to live aparuhfrom.the basic

grown children are readjer to move out of their parents
or, daughter i ‘At the .same %e, higher real’ income enables more people .
to afford separate 11v1ng space. OVeral tEere is likéiy to be a eonjé(:\\wﬁkv//

tinuing 1nterplay between the demographlc and economic circumstances

v

that shape the typical‘cluster of persons who live together as a house— .- .1,/

hold and the social and xltural changes that rhave btoadened the types

of living- arrangements and companionship that socieby condones. .
et .
A third change stems from tHe widening of" the d1fferentia1 mor- if

4

tality of wémen and men., - There is now a'@onsiderable gap, wider than.

{ v

‘x . n . , .
\ , ) N N . B ,““. . R »
:

.\ ' . ¢ ‘/{" * ‘-<

- & .

5

»
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+ in prev1ous decades, between female and male life' expectancy. One .

v

4

2 compared w1th 48 percent\in 1968

. s . .

consequence of th1s gap has been a steady,rlse in. the percentage of

females among‘older persons. (In 1960, women made up 55. 7 percent of ..
.the population 65 and overtin New York Stater&by 1985, they are pro- L :
Jecgfd to comprise 61.2 percent.) As w1vg§ 1ncreasingly-outl1ve their .
" husbands, the incidence and duratlon of w1dowhood w1ll 1nexorably<}1se. ]
:(Natlonally, gn 1975, 53 percent of women 65 and. over were w1dows ) - .

. The pros t of more w1dows, .each fardng a-longer expécted intere

-,

val without a ate,uforeshadows;probable changed in llwing arrangements -

at these ages. And'becadse increasing numbers of the elderly will be

cogered by retirement 4‘d pens1on plans, sueh.changes w1ll be conom-

- ically’ feasible for fig;er numbers At a fdational level th1s!comb1n-
ation of econohic and demographlc fastors has :?%e%dy brought substan-
tial changes in ‘the living arrangements of surviving family members at

“In 1975, 62 percent of w1dows 65 and over llved‘alone,

" New YOrk City, as well, man1fe’ s "

. v

the:} changes' aocording to the City s Department for’ the Ag1ng, the« .

-*later ages.

~

~

number -of. éIderly tive- alones r0se 26 percent otheen 1970 and l973~.
These structural.changes angng elderly-households raise a broader
. questlon of where the elderly ‘are 1rkely to be. _One such concentration
of elderly pers ns is- 1§$Eentral c1ties,\another is in dldér-spbuvbs,
1@heg§ they_sett ed as newlyweds in, say,. the lg~ﬂ'. More recently,
there deVeloping trend among ret1rees to settle in areas .. *

Ef een
aWay from metr olitan centers,.

distribytion - oftsoclal security benef&ciggies 65 and - older betweén 1969

F1gures 8 and 9, shbWing the changing

and l975,,fg§nish indlcators £ yhere New York State's ePHerly popula-

. thon (s ﬁow disprOporﬂionatelx concentrated or becoming- 5 conCentrated

(These figures arérbased on the concentration lndex data shoWn in “the

able,)

Figure shows counties with disproportiénate concentrations of
elderly'bene.iciar}es in 1975. In some countles (e.m. ,,ESSex andg - : ‘.
: A . 0w 5 - o
. -——;—‘“:— ) - . *‘? -
R In l9LA, 5 year -0ld white female culd expect to®outlive her
male courtetrpart by }4. 2 years; dn 1960‘ the expected différence,was , -
. only:+2.,9 years. . o N { l
Rk 8. ) . =
As® reported in The New York Ttmes, September 29 1975, N .
N .
. £, . . -5
. 4 . - . . - 'zi
\‘M s / . $ ; AT s
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,té@ning disproportiongte numbers of beneficiaries in 1969) registered
Sharp relative <increases since 1969 (concentration index change > 8).
_._'\;_._ ) \_,‘ [ .
The criterion for "sharply increasing" is that the 1969- 1975 . 4

“declining. . -

5 ' b . N =35~

Hamilton) theé concentratlon«ha: been increasing since 1969 in otherg -

(e. g,, Creene and Jefferson) it has not. The population of Gﬁeene

PN I

County,.for example, contains better tjfan 50 per t more‘penef1c1ariés

per caplta than tbe.state-as a whole, gbut thatepercentage has been ’

» - .

. - . \
- [ . , 4
Figure 9 furnishes a somewhat different perspective: .jt displays
countigs with a sh-~rply rising concefltration of beneficiaries. Nassau,

ghenango, éésex, and Hamilton Counties (the latter two already con-

change in the index of elderly concentration, ACI, is > 8:

® . - . , »

~ 0
cI feo.reyv’ s share of NYS bere..cia—xes x9!’5] _ feex s share of NYS beneficiarfes, 1969] X 100
“ K{_ county's snare of NY§ population, 1975 s share of NYS population, 1970 J A
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V1. EASING THE TRANSITION TO STABILITY

_ . . . R .
* . - . ' ¢
Demographic analysis has numerous specific applications at the
state level. Forecasts, especially, figure in planning decisions about
electric power generating facilities, tramnsportation and land use, and
. $
economic“development. More generally, demographic analysis’ reveals

transfermations in the population's age structure and its distribution

among particular metropolitdn and nonmetropolitan areas, and, demographic‘

forecasts then attempgjig anticipate the pattern of things to come. In
both iases they draw attention to emerging and approafhing issues asso-
ciated w%th populdtion change and set the stage for public debate od\‘
timely ‘actions for dealing with- those issues. This paper, it is hoped,
ha§ acconplished that purpose. 2’ C ..
Forecasters are pleased when their predictions eventually prove

to be accurate, but close accuracy 1s less important than the organiza—
tional résponsg a forecast.sets in motion. By way of structuring "the
ensuing discussion on this point, let me suggest at least three ap-
proaches that state policies formulated to ease ‘the transition to stab-
ility might.take po . N .

(1) Crists manageéi%%,-i.ét, deal with problems as they come up,

without benefit of a longer-term strategy. This approach

derives from the resigned cotviction that o single state's

. ( policy can have much effect ‘on massive and autonomous mi?—
e ) ™ t3ry'shifts in a nation where people are free to move about

LI A Fuiiext provided by R

~ as they please. !

- (2) Aective trend modification, i.e., project trends into the
future in an effort to fbrasee problems and- needs and devise'’
\

sogial mechanisms to guide these trends in ways that advance

broad purposes. #n example wou Jd be the attempt by gome

. ‘o

states to preserve open space fhtough new land-use regula—

tions. This approacn recogiizes that processes of" socilal
» Change often carry with them considerabbe momentum, rather.

than put up futile res1stance, realistlc policies Twill -accept ;
* ' .and attempt to éi%loit the ptocesses to advarice general pur-

poses that are ggreed upon. 3 e

. . [ - N
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! (3) Goal orientation, i.e., desdgnate explicit future goais and

.

_devise PIEns tg achieve'them. New York State's "new cities"
program ‘'is an example. QOal orientation is premised on an
ability to achieve closure of means and ends (e.g., through

. a. mechan1sm such as the State Urban Development Corporat1on)
. 1q§order to create a des\%zd future. . ’ -
Each of these approaches does not so much define pollcy as express

a way of viewing change and an organizational response to, the problems

engendered by 1t State policy could be limited to react1ng; or it

~could strive to advance broad purposes; or set ifs s1ghts on the spe-

cific goals of some "master plan:."

depends on one's philosophy as to the proper roie of the public sector;
on what ome thinks state policy has in its power to do; on the extent
to which processes of dpange under way—can be exploited.toward delib-
erate ends, ‘rather than ignored or thwarted; and on the clarity with
which underlying purpeses,themselves are perceived. .-
Population stasis and economic stagnation are not synonymous and,
in an era of slow population growth, need not be correlated. P1tts—
burgh, Lo% Angeles, "Savannah, and Binghamton demonstrate that & _com—

¢

fortable equilibrium is attainable. What has been dist about

) stasis is that poldcies evolved during earlier periods of growth prove_

awkward or unworkable when growth is gone, and‘theapurposes mot ivating

v

»

them are outmoded or simply uncle&r.

. . *
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Which policy stance should.be chosen

.
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. ~Appendix Table 4/,

: éon@éntretiéﬁ of New York State's Social Security BeneficiaTies. 65
o and Older, By County: -1969 and 1975

RS

-—
‘
. k] . - ' < <

Count% . Concentration Index® ' County . Codcentration Index®

iee9 - 1975 .. .1969 1975
Albany : 1.029 1.067 Niagara .920 © . 0.972

" Allegany . 1.056 1. 033 Oneida .068 "
" Broax 1.054 .993 Onondaga .915
Broome . 1.079 124 - ontario .000
Cattaraugus 1.170 .973
"' . Cayuga 1.098 .004
.886
.267
742
.072
.064
.818

.665 -
.917
744
.254

141 -
.927

.048
.882
.89
.016
.032
.273 Oswego .953
.115 Otsego - . 266

0
1
0
1
.f%Z Ordnge 1
1
0
1
117 Putnam . 0.791
1
1
0
0
0
0
1
1

.104 Orleans ..

-

___::sChautaqua .269
Chemung .103,
Chenango .019
Clinton 778

" Columbia’ 328

Cortland .938

.697 +  Queens S049
.076
.827
.597
. 934
. 745
.256
.131 Schoharie .253
.260 Schuyler 0.959
.990 _ Seneca 0.978
.528 Steubed) R 1.035
.516 Suffolk 0.683
.132 Sullivan 1.308
222 Tiega 0777
.052 .Tompkins 722
.931 Ulster 1156
.832 Warren 300
.976

0
1
1
0
.951 vWayr;e §.963
0
1
1

.355 Rensselaer
.933 Richmond-

.162 Rockland

912 . 'it.‘Lawrane‘

; Delaware .159
Dutchess .904
Erie ‘ . .933
%psex .138

'/Franklin ' .150
Fulton 317

970 - Saratoga
.249 Schenectady

.
o~ H HF O O +H O +H O+ +H H B H = O
6'Hk—‘oooor—'l—'or—'or—'0l—'_o = O

Geneses, .1.028
Greene 574
Hamilton 432
Herkimer . 1,189
Jefferson 1.268
Kings ’ . 1.084
Lewis, : 1.003
Livingstdnh ‘ 847
. Madison, ’ .879
Monroe N .940

.855 Washingtan

-

O O O O H H B -

+ Mentgomery ‘.482

Nassau .749 .834 * -+ Wyoming
New York .292 1.230 Yates

v

Y

.460 Westchester .994
.021

371 w~

o

*

2 Index of elderly cdncentration defined as: ' , y

- Cl = county's share of all NYS' beheficiaries 65+ in-1969 [or 1975] ]
. county's share of NYS population in 1970 [or 1975]

—qy -




